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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
WASHINCION. D.C 20463 

CERTIBIED MAIL RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Robert O. Morvillô  Esq. 
MdrviUo,Abrainowitts, Grand, laaon, MAR 112010 

^ Anello & Bohrer, P.C. 
565 Fifth Avenue 

fM 

% New Yoric, NY 10017 

Nl RE: MUR6040 
^ Fourth Lenox Tenace Associates 

a/k/a Lennox Tenace Devekipment 
Aasoc. 

DearMr.Morvilto: 

On October 24,2008, die Federd Etoction Commiadon Cthe Commiaaion") notified 
your clients, of a coniphunt dlegmg violationa of certam sections of the Federal Election 
Campdgn Act of 1971, aa amended (*^ Act"). A copy ofthe complaint waa fiDiwarded to your 
cliente at that time. 

Upon further review of the altegationa conttdned in the comphunt, and mfimnation 
aupplied by you, die Commiadon, on Fdnruaiy 24,2010, finmd dutt there is reason to bd̂  
your client. Fourth Lenox Tenace Aaaociates a/k/a Lenox Terrace Devetopment Aaaoc. violated 
2U.S.C.§44l8(aXlXA)and(Q,aprovidonof theAcL The Facttid and Legd Andysis, 
whidi fbrmed a bads fig the Qimmisrion̂  findmg, is sMached fiir your infimnation. 

You may subimt any fiwtud or legpl malanals that you believe are rdevant to die 
CommisBion's consideration ofthis matter. Plesse sdnnit sudi materials to die Office ofthe 
Genenl Counsd within 15 days ofreceipt of diis letter. Where sppropiiatê  statemente dumld 
be aubmitted under oath. IndiediaenceofadditiciiidinfinnDiationatheCciaumadcmmayfind 
probflibto cause to bdieve that a vtototion has occuned snd proceed with Gcindl̂  

If you are mterested in pursumg pr&probdite cauae conciliation, you diould w 
writing. Seell C.F.R. § 111.18(d). l̂ xm recdpt of die request, die Office ofthe Generd 
Counsd wiUnidw recommendations to die Comnussion dther proposmg an agreement in 
setdement of the matter or recommending dedining fhat pre-probdite cauae conciliation be 
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pursued. The Office of the Generd Counsel may recommend that pre-probable cause 
oondlistion not be entered into at tins tune so dud h may complete ite investigation of the matter. 
FMier, the Cominission will not enteitaui requeste fiir prê irobsble cause condliation after 
brieft on probsble cause have been indled to the respomient 

Requeste fiir extensions oftune will not be routinely gtanted. Requeste must be made in 
writmg d least five days prior to the due date of the raqxnse and specific good cause nnist be 
demonstrBted. In addition, the ()ffioe ofthe (jenerd Counsd orduiarilywiU not give extend 
beyond 20 days. 

1̂  This matter will remdn confidentid m accordance widi 2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(aX4)(B) and 
fM 437g(aX12XA) unless you notity the Commission in writing that you widi the matter to be made 
OP public. 
fM 

J!̂  Ifyou have any ([uestions, please contsct Marianne Abely, die attomey aadgned to thia 
^ matter, at (202) 694-1650. 

Q 

^ On behalf of die Commisdon, 

Mdthew S. Petersen 
Ohaimnff 

Enclosure 
Factud and Legd Andysis 



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS 

RESPONDENT: Foudi Lenox Tenace Associates MUR: 6040 
a/k/a Lenox Tenace Devetopment Assoc. 

L INTRODUCTION 

This matter was generated by a complaint filed by Kenneth F. Boehm, Chainnan 

^ of die Nationd Legal and Policy Center. See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(aXl). 
op 
fM 

^ The complaint asserted that the owner of the apartment buildmg located at 40 
Nl 

^ West 135̂  Sttvet in New Yoric City, which is part ofa six building complex cdled Lenox 

^ Terrace, made prohibited in-kind conttibutions to Representtrtive Charies B. Rangd's 
HI 

congressional campaign committee, Rangel for Congress C'RFC"), and his leaderahip 

committee, the National Leadership PAC ("die NLin(oollectively "die Committees"), by 

providing the Committees with office space at a substantial discount 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a); 

11 C.F.R. §§ 114.1 and 100.52(dXl). 

Representetive Rangel represente the 15̂  Congressional Disttict in New Yoric and 

RFC ia his principal campdgn coinmittee. His leaderdiip politicd action committee, the 

NLP, is roistered with the Commisdon as a non-connected PAC and multicandidate 

committee. 11 C.F.R. § 100.5(g)(5); see Leaderdiip PACs, 68 Fed. Reg. 67,013 (Dec. 1, 

2003). 

The rent-stabilized apartment at issue m this matter is owned by Fourth Lenox 

Terrace Associates a/k/a Lenox Tenace Development Assoc. ("Fourth Lenox"). Lenox 

Tenace was buih in 1958 by Robert S. Ohiidc, die tote preddent oftiie Otoidc 

Oiganization, Inc. ("Olindc bic.**) fattp'y/www.otoick.com. Each ofthe six buildmga that 
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make up Lenox Tenace, including Fourth Lenox, are currently owned by sepsrate generd 

partnerships.' The general partnerahip that owns Fourdi Lenox has seventeen general 

partnen, sucteen of whom are individuals or tniste. The seventeenth generd psrtner is a 

limited liability company that electe to be treated as a partnership for tax puiposes. 

Olnidc, Inc., a New Yoric coiporation that develops residentid, commercial and 

CM hotel properties, provides the following services to the Lenox Terrace complex: 
OP 
^ advertismg rentels, accepting and processing residenttol lease applications, and providing 
HI 
Nl 
^ property management services, www.olnick.com/residential/rent and 
ST 
O www.olnick.com/manayement. 
fM 

During the relevant time period, Representetive Rangel leased four rent-stebilized 

apartments in Fourth Lenox's apaitment building at 40 West 135̂  Stt«et. In 1988, 

Representetive Rangel and his wife signed a two-year lease for a previously combined 

rent-sttdiilized apaitment |). In 1997, Representtttive Rangel signed a two-year lease for an adjacent rent-stabilized apartment Representetive Rangel 

and his fiunily have continuously redded in these apartmente since signuig the original 

leaaes, whidi have been renewed at the expiration of each prior leaae. 

In July of 1996, tiie tenant living in Unit lOU oftiie building in which 

Representative Rangel resides vacated die rent-stebilized one bedroom iqiartmenL On 

October 16,1996, Representative Rangel signed a two-year lease to rent Unit lOU fiom 

November 1,1996 until October 31,1998 finr $498.87 per montii. In pertinent part, die 

lease states "[ylou ahall use the apartment fiar livmg purpoaes only." The lease dso 

' Mr. Olnick, as president of flw Fourth Lenox Tenaoe Coipontion, sold flw bdldhig at issue hi flus matter 
te Fourth Lenox on Decenriwr 31,1967. 
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barred the tenant from subletting Unit lOU without the landlord's "advance written 

consent"' Thereafter, Representative Rangel signed two-year Renewal Lease Forms fbr 

Unit lOU in 1998,2000,2002,2004 and 2006. The rent for Unit lOU increased widi 

each lease renewal and by die 2006-2008 lease renewd period it was $677.34 per month. 

According to Representetive Rangel, he sublet Unit lOU to RFC and the NLP. 
OP 
fM The available infiDrmation indicates that RFC steited paying rent directly to Fourth Lenox 
op 
^ in December 1996. RFC's 1996 Year End Report indicates diet, on December 3,1996, 
Nl 

^ the Committee paid "office rent" to Fourth Lenox m the amount of $166.73 per month 

O and, on December 5,1996, it reimbursed Representative Rangel $1,000 for "office rent" 
fM 

paid to Fourth Lenox. It appeara that the NLP began splitting the rem fbr Unit lOU with 

RFC in November 1998. NLP's 1998 30 Day Post-Election Rqiort indicates dutt die 

Committee made ite fint disbursement to Fourth Lenox on November 12,1998. 

Representetive Rangel continued to lease Unit lOU until the 2006 lease expired 

on October 31,2008. Accorduig to the Statement of Candidacy filed on March 31,2009, 

the Committee moved to 193 Lenox Avenue, New York. The NLP continued to report a 

Post Office Box in New Yoric City as ite address. Disclosure reports far both RFC and 

the NLP indicate that in October 2008 the Coinmittees eadi began paying a monthly rent 

of $2,000 to Wicklow Properties, LLC. 

' Pursuant to section 226-b ofNewYoric's Red Prapeityl'w,renl-8ldiilized tenante h^ 
sublet flwir apaituwiite provided flw owner is notified by certified mdl Theownerisflwnrequhedto 
respond to flw tenant's re(|uest to sublet wiflifaitfuilydî . Tenante who do not complly wifli flw 
reqdrenwntt of section 226-b may be sidled to eviction piooeedhigs. 9 NYCRR § 2S2S.6. 
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The complaint alleges diat RFC and die NLP occupied Unit lOU at a greatly 

reduced rent in viototion of New Yoric's Rent Stabilization Code ("Code").̂  In support 

of ite allegation, the complaint referenced an attached newspaper article that ran in the 

July 11,2008 issue of die NEW YORK TIMES. David Kocieniewski, For Rangel, Four 

Rent-Stabilized Apartments, NEW YORK TIMES, July 11,2008 ("NEW YORK TIMES 

CM article"). The article asserte that Representetive Ransol used Unit lOU "as a campaign 
OP 

^ office, despite stete and city regutotions that require rent-stebilized apartmente to be used 
HI 
Nl 

^ aa a primaiy residence" and that atete and city rent regulaticms permit renewals of rent-

Q stabilized apartmente "as long aa the [tenante] use it as a primaiy residence." According 
fM 

to this article, Representative Rangel and his Committees made use of the office space 

even while "the Olnick Oiganization and other real estete firms have been accused of 

overzealous tactics aa they move to evict tenante from thdr rent-stebilized apartmente and 

convert them to maricet-rate housing." The article reported that stttte offidds and city 

housing experts "knew of no one else with four" rent-stebilized apartmente. The article 

also stated that the Committees pay $630 for Unit lOU while cme-bedroom qiartmente in 

the same development "are now rented far $1,865 and up." The complaint dso 

higjhligjhted die article's sttOemente that one of die ownera of Olnidc Inc. conttibuted to 

bodi committees in 2004, and further conttibuted to the NLP in 2006 and asserte that city 

records show diat in 2005 a lobbyist fiom Uie Olmck oigenization met widi 

' The GomphdmrilagBd fliat flw hmdkid was Icgrilypnchded under flw Code fiom leasfaig Untt 
Representative Rangel because flw apartment was not his prunaiy reaidence. 
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Representetive Rangel regarding govemment approval ofa ptan to expand Lenox 

Terrace.* 

Based on die above information, die NEW YORK TIMES article suggested that die 

rentel arrangement between die tandlord, Representetive Rangel and by extension his 

Committees, "could be considered a gift because it is given at the discretion oftiie 

^ landlord and it is not generdly available to the public." 
OP 
CM In ite response. Fourth Lenox stated that it is the owner ofthe property at issue in 
HI 
Nl this matter. Fourth Lenox denied that leasing a rent-stebilized apaitment to 

Q Representetive Rangel resulted in ite making in-kind contributions to RFC or tiie NLP. 
fM 

^ Fourth Lenox also asserted that it is not legdly prohibited from leasing Unit lOU to 

Representetive Range! because the apartment was not his primaiy residence. According 

to Fourth Lenox, a tenant that is not an individual or does not use the rent-stabilized 

apaitment as a primaiy residence is not necessarily subject to eviction, nor is the 

apartment autonuticdly "destabilized."' Instead, the landlord "has the option" of not 

renewing the lease if the tandlord can esttdilish that the tenant does not meet diose two 

requiremente. Fourth Lenox sttded in ito response that the Code does not prevent 

landlorda from leasing a rent-stabilized apartment (or renewmg that lease) to a "non-

compliant tenant, "audi aa a corporate entity or a politicd oommittee." 

Sylvia Ohuck, who is an owner of Olnick, Inc contributed $2,000 to RFC hi 2004 and $2,300 to NLP in 
2004 and 2006. Three Fourth Lenox partnen abo contributed to flw Committees. Nancy Ohuck Spanu 
contributed $1,000 to tfw NLP hi 2006. Fourth Lenox pertnerAllsoo Lane Ridikr contributed 81,000 to 
RFC in 200S and Fourfli Lenox partner Meiedifli Lane Verona contributed 81,000 to RFC hi 200S and 
8500 to flw NLP hi 2006. 

' Punuant to flw Code, a tenant is entifled to tent protection and automatic renewd ofhis or her knue 
prorided fliey satisfy two requhemcnls; flat flwy are indhffahuds and flwy use flie apartmcia as a pita 

B. 9NYCRR§§2S20.6(u)and2S20.110c). 
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Nevertheless, Fourth Lenox steted that it did not consent to the sublease and 

denied that ite management knew the Committees were operating out of Unit lOU until 

June or July of2008.̂  Fourth Lenox explained that ite management never saw RFC's and 

the NLP's rent checks because, in accordance with company policy, tenante sent their 

rent checks to a "lock box" instead of the company. According to Fourth Lenox, rent 
H! 

Nl checks were taken fiom the "lock box" and deposited direcdy into a bank account. 
OP 
2J Fourth Lenox also contended that the rente! of lOU to Representative Rangel did 
Nl 

^ not constitute an illegal in-kind contribution to RFC and die NLP because Representetive 

^ Rangel was chaiged the maximum rent permitted by law for rent-stebilized apartmente. 
HI 

According to Fourth Lenox, the rent charged Representetive Rangel was fint established 

and then increased with each lease renewal in accordance with the Rent Guidelines 

Board's annual orders.̂  Fourth Lenox stated that ite mam concem was to "fill the 

apartmente in the building and cam money from rentels" and there was no economic 

incentive fiir it to reject a reliable tenant like Representetive Rangel given the vacancy 

* Representative Rangers diiefofslafrisrqiorted to have said fliat flw hnidkid knew flw apartment was 
befaig used as a campaign office Sewell Chan, Rangel Dt̂ ends Use of Rent-Stabilised Apartments, THE 
NBWYOBKTIMES. Jdv ll.200g.hWp://dtvroom.bhi«.nvtimeg.com>kBnael. 

^ Tiw lem charged fiir a nm-«ldHliaedapBitinemnni8t be in aecodance wifli flw ReM 
C^lOB") annual orders, which cqn ttw peroeotige by wliich a landtod may raise rant each year. 
htte!//www.hou«inyHwc.coni/hhnUdMut/lniiQ/toefl^ The nuucfanum amount ofrent flurt a tandkxdmqr 
duige fiv a renMbiliaed apaitmeM must be baaed on tfw anwunt pad tfw pierious year a4|uste^ 
peroentage increaae dictated by tfw ROB. In addition to tfw peraentagehicrease dictated by tfw RGB, a 
landknd may fawiease the rent when a lenfrilBUIiaed lenaM vaeatea and also when renovaflona are made to 
theapartmoiL kL 
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rate in Lenox Tenace and die fi^t that Unit lOU could not be deregutated.' The 

respondent also sttrted that neither Representetive Rangel nor the Committees were 

treated differentiy than "any other tenant who would have rented apartment lOU or will 

rent the apaitment in the future." 

According to RFC and die NLP, die landlord chaiged and diey paid the maximum 

fM 

tfl rent as dictated by law for Unit lOU. Representative Rangel stttted that he did not recdve 
OP 
fM any discoum on rent when he entered into the lease fiir Unit lOU. The Representetive 
Mil 

^ alao atated that he rented Unit 1 OU under the same terms as other tenante in the building 

© and was chaiged the nuximum legal rent, including rent increases and dl capitel coste. 
fM 

According to Representetive Rangel, he subleased the apartment to his Coinmittees for 

the same rent as he was chaiged. 

IL LEGAL ANALVSIS 

At issue in this matter ta whedier Fourth Lenox made excessive snd/or prohibited 

in-kind contriliutioiis to RFC and the NLP in the fiirm of reduced rent for thdr office 

space. The Act prohibite any oorporaticm from making a contributicm to a political 

committee and similarly prohibite politicd committees from accepting or receiving such 

conttibutions. 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). The Act dso provides dut no person shdl make 

contributions to any candidate and his or her audiorized politicd committees with respect 

to any eleetion fbr fisderai offioe whidi in the aggregde exceed $2,300. 2 U.S.C. 

' Beesm Lenox Ttaace waa buih m 1958, dl tfw apaitoNnlam tfw ambdMing complex were origmd̂  
sulr}ecttorent-siabilfaEBdon. Over time some of tfwse apartments have been derqdated and are no hMger 
suljecttotfwCodc Rent4aaMliaedapaitniaitsnisy only be deiagdatediftfwmontf̂ y tent beoonws 
82,000 or niore and tfw tenam vacatea, if tfw rent mcreases above S2.000 witfi tfw 20H vaoanpy a4juslnienl, 
or if tfw IOM hieieases to nm tfan 82,000 durmg an active tHuncy aad the bndlod can eslaU 
tenant's fawonw fiv tfw previous two yesn exceeded 8175,000. N.Y. UMOONSOL. LAW § 26-504.1; 
9 NYCRR §2531.3. Once a rentpstdrilhaed apartment is deregulated, it may be leased at any rate. 
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§ 44]a(aXl XA)< Further, no person shall make contributions to any other politicd 

committee in any cdendar year, which in die aggregate, exceeds $5,000. 2 U.S.C. 

§ 441a(a)(lXC). Ĉ ttibutions received by a candidate's committee from a paitnerdiip 

may not exceed $2,300 per election. A conttibution firom a partoership dso counte 

proportionately agdnst each contributing partner's $2300 limit for the same candidate. 
Nl 
Nl 11 CF.R. § 110.1(bXl) and (e). Contributions received by non-connected oommittees 
OP 
^ from a partnership nuy not exceed $5,000 per cdendar year. A conttibuticm fiom a 
Nl 

^ partnership also counte proportionately against each contributing partner's $5,000 limit 

O fiir die same committee. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(d) and (e)L 
fM 

^ A "contribution" includes "any gift, subscripticm, loan, advance, or deposit of 

money or anything of value made by any person fbr the puipose of influencing any 

election fiar fisderai ofiice." 2U.S.C. §431(8)(AXi). The Commisdon's regulations 

provide that "anything of vdue" mcludes dl in-kind ccmtributicms, includmg the 

provision of goods or services widiout chaige or at a chaige whidi is less dun the usud 

and nonnal charge fiir such goods or services. 11 C.F.R. § 100.52(d)(1). The regulations 

specificdly mclude fiwilities aa an example of such goods or services. Id The amount of 

the in-kind contribution is the difference between the usud and normd chaige for the 

goods or services at the time of the contribution and die amowit chaiged to the politicd 

committee. Id The usual and normd chaige finr goods means the price oftiiose goods in 

the maricet from whidi tiiey ordmarily would have been purdiased at the tune ofthe 

conttibution. 11 C.F.R. f 100.52(dX2).' 

* The'hisud and normd charge" m tfw New Yoric icntdnuriwt is aflbcted by New York renM 
tegulations. 
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In prior enforcement matten and Advisoiy Opinions, the Commission has 

affirmed that the purchase of goods or services at a discount does not resuh in a 

contribution when the discounted items are made available in the ordinaiy course of 

business and on the same terms and conditions to the vendor's other customen who are 

not political committees. See MUR 5942 (RGPCXdie discounted "sttmdby" price dut die 

Nl Rudy Guiliani Presidentid Committee pdd the New Yoric Times Company fisr an 
op 
fM 

Nl 

advertisement was the usual and normal charge fbr advertisemente without guaranteed 

publishing dates); cf. MUR 5939 (MoveOn.oigXdie discounted "sttmdby" price that 

^ MoveQn.oig Political Action Committee originally agreed to pay for a comparable 
HI 

advertisement to run <m a specific (tate was betow the usud and nomul chaige for 

advertisemente with guaranteed publishing (tates); see abo Advisoiy Opinicm 2006-01 

(Pac For a Change)(reduced price for books was the usual and normd durge for bulk 

purdiases directly from the publisher); Advisoiy Opuiicm 1994-10 (Franklin National 

Bank)(waiver of bank fees far politicd committees was permitted because it was withm 

the bank's practice m the normd course of busmess regarduig ite commereid custtimera 

and ia normd industiy practice). 

Fourth Lenox ccmceded that providing fiidlities, sudi ss an apartment, to a 

political committiee at less dun the usud rate can be deemed a contribution, but 

contended that, not only was Representetive Rangel duiged the maximum dlowable 

rent, he and the Committees were 'treated no differentiy than any odier tenant who would 

have rented Unit lOU." Fourdi Lenox asserted tiut, while die Code protecte tenante by 

ccmttiolling rent increases and insuring continuation of thdr automatic leaae renewal 

righte, landlorda of rent-stabilized properties, like Fourth Lenox, rebdn a great deal of 
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flexibility with regard to who becomes and remdns a tenant For instance. Fourth Lenox 

steted that landlords are not under an affirmative obligation to refuse to renew a rent-

stebilized lease for a tenant who fails to satisfy tiie primaiy residency requirement under 

the Cods. In acUition, Fourdi Lenox argued tiut while the protections of the Code do not 

apply to housing accommodations used exclusively fbr professional, commercial, or other 

1̂  non-residenttal purposes, landlords sre not hatred from leasing rent-stebilized properties 
OP 
fM to entities such as businesses or political committees. 
HI 

^ In this matter, the avaitable infiirnution indicates that, with the lease of Unit lOU 

Q to Rqiresentative Rangd, Fourth Lenox may have provided a discounted rate to RFC and 
fM 

^ NLP that it did not provide to dmilariy situated customera that were not political 

conmiittees or organizaticms. Specifically, it appean that, in several respects, the terms 

and conditions under which Representetive Rangel mdntained his tenancy in Lenox 

Terrace may have differed from those of other non-political tenante. 

For example, the lease for Unit lOU steted specificdly that the unit shdl be used 

for living purposes only and that it could not be sublet without the landlord's advance 

written consent Althougih Fourth Lenox ctaimed ignorsnoe regeiding the fiust that the 

Committees were using Unit lOU as a "campdgn office," it appean that Rqiresentative 

Rangel did not adhere to dther of diese provtaions and did not attempt to hide his 

noncompltance with the terms of the lease, yet eveiy two yeara his lease was renewed.*'* 

That Repreaentetive Rangd's other three unite in the building were adjacent unite on a 

^ As discussed M(pra at 3, each Coinnuttee pad Fourtfi Lenox diectlly widi checks fiom tfwiro^ 
accounts and the Commitlees* names appesred on the dwcki. Fourth Lenox ststodtfutf its mansgenent 
never kwks at tfw diecks because tfwy are sent sttaigirt to a kwk box and tfwn dheetfy deposited h^ 
account 
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single floor also rdses die question of how Fourth Lenox and/or Olnick, Inc. could have 

thought the unit six floora below was part of Representative Rangel's residence. 

Further, according to information provided by the complainant. Fourth Lenox's 

agent, Olnick, Inc. has been "accused of overzealous tactics as they move to evict tenante 

from thdr rent-sttdiilized qiartmente and convert the unite into maricet-rate housing." 

^ Aiiumg the potential bases fbr evicting a tenant fiom a rent-stebilized unit, or not 
op 

jM renewing a lease, include an illegd sublet, the use of multiple rent-stabilized apartmente, 

^ or use ofthe unit fiir puiposes other than as a primaiy reddence. Fourth Lenox could 

Q have used any of these bases outiined above to remove Representative Rangel and the 
fM 

H Committees fixim Unit 1 OU, but did not. For other tenants, it appeara that Fourdi Lenox 

has instituted eviction proceedings on a variety of grounds, including the feilure to 

nuintein a rent-stebilized apaitment as a primaiy residence. See Fourth Lenox Terrace 

Assoc. v. Wibon, 15 Misc.3d 113,838 N.Y.S.2d 332 (2007) (successor righte to rent-

stabilized tmit upheld in part because appellant primarily resided in unit on a continuous 

basis and shared a "simultaneous tenancy*' with tenant prior to her death as requved 

under the regulations). 

Finally, further information atttiched to the compldnt suggested that 

Representetive Rangel nuy have recdved better tteatment than other custtimera in 

connection with the lease of Unit lOU because ofhis retotiondiip with Otoidc, Inc. and 

Fourdi Lenox. As discussed supra at 4 and 5. the compldnt alleged that one of die co-

ownera of Ohucfc, Inc. made contributiona to both Committeea m 2004, and further 

ccmttibutBd to NLP m 2006, and the comphunt aaserts that city records diow that in 2005 
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a lobbyist ftom Olnick, Inc. met with Representative Rangel regarding govemment 

approvd of a plan to expand Lenox Teirace. 

In short, it appean that Fourth Lenox may have leaaed rent-stebilized Unit lOU to 

Representetive Rangel for less than die usud and normal chaige because that lease may 

not have been on the same terms and conditions that Fourth Lenox offered odier similariy 

sitoated non-political conunittee tenants. As a result, Fouidi Lenox may have made 
op ,, 
ifsj excessive in-kind conttibutions to RFC and the NLP. Accordingly, the Commission 
rH. 

^ finds reason to believe that Fourth Lenox Tenaoe Associates s/k/a Lenox Terrace 

Q Development Assoc. violated 2 U.S.C. § 441a(aXlXA) and (C). 
rsi 
HI 

" Fteflwr, since Fouttfi Lenox is a partnerriiip, it appean tfutt any m̂ dndcontribuflonreadflngfi 
reduced nnt on Unit 1 OU codd rendt hi exceasive conhibutf ons fiom individud partnen aa wdl. 
11 C.F.R. § 110.10>X1) and (e) and 11 CF.R. § 110.1(d) and (e) 


